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'Dczmel Ellsbc;g s reply to .4rthur Schle-
singer’s “Eyeless in Indochina™ (NYR,
"October 21) has been delayed.. Mean-
. while, the following reply has been
‘reccived from Leslie Gelb, whose views
“were discissed in  Mr.. Schlesinger’s

Nessay Mr. Gelb was the director of the
" ~task force that produced the Pentagon
‘Papers. Further comment by Mr. Ells-
“berg and Mr. Schlcsmger wzll appcar in
‘commg zssues

——Thc Ednors

'At -one pomt in h1s essay “Eyeless in
Indochina,”  Arthur - Schlesinger, Ir.,
‘notes that- he and Daniel Elisberg
agreed on the inscrutability of history.
I would like to join them in this and,-
having done so, to join them too in
shedding further inscrutability by in-
sisting on my own mtelpretanon of
Vietnam. ;
"Mr. Schlesinger pltlud his revised
version of the quaginire thesis (it was
all a mistake, a lot of wisliful thinking)
against Mr.' Elisberg’s anti-quagmire
thesis™ (it was all clcar-sighted malice
aforcthought). In the process, Mr.
Schlesinger has wrongly lumped my
views with thoss of Mr. Ellsberg:
1 do not agree with either gentle-
“man, In order ‘to explain this, to show
“why I disagree especially with Mr.
Schlesinger, and to argue that  the
.oplimism versus pess1mlsm issue is not
to my mind, the central Vietnam issue,
I ‘am compelled, embarrassingly, to
“briefly quote myself. In an article in
Foreign™ Policy, “Vietnam: The System
Worked,” I wrote that threc proposi-
. tions suggest why the United States
became involved in Vietnam, why the
process .was gradual, and what the real
:expcctatlons of our leaders were:

First,” US‘mvolvement .in Vietnam
©-is not mainly or mostly a story of
. step by step, inadvertent descent
“into unforeseen qulcksand It is

primarily ~ a  story. of why US
" leaders considered that it was vital

“not to lose Vietnam by force to
" Communism, Our leaders believed
~ “Vietnam to be vital not for itself,

.but for what they thought its

| “loss” would mean internationally
;and domoshca]ly. o

A,ic pomt 1 meant to makc is that
the forces dg vmo America act1

Vietnam wé nﬁEQM

"The Bitter Heritage he asserted:

. self—created, but
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‘noes- a’ psycholovy based on stratcgu,
" links as well as on the Mumch analogy

.and notions of prestlge and 2) domc&

tically, a belief that political instability
and ungovernability 'wou}d -inevitably
flow from the loss of a co'untry to
communism-the patholoy of anti-
communism, These forces, more than
predictions of either success or failure,
caused olrr leaders to phmge on. To
put it another way, our leaders per-

sisted in Vietnam neither because they
© were pronnsed victory

nor because
they, anticipated defeat, but becausc
they believed they had to: “They ‘saw’.
'm0 acceptable alternative.”  This ig
largely what I meant by ihe statement
quoted by both Messrs. Ellsberg and
Schlesmger that “US involvement did
not stem from a failure .to foresce
consgquences,” Both, ‘however, chosc
to assume that lhlS statcmcnt solcly

. concerned the anti-quagmire thesis,

Mr, Elisberg and I also differ on the
qflp}nsxs to be pIac»d on domestic and
international forces, Mr. Ell sberg would
ha
reason  for American involvement in
Vietnam was . that our Presidents and
their key advisers wanted to retain the

White House and keep their jobs, Such -

metives were undoubtedly present to
some extent. Kenneth .O’Donnell told
us in an article in Life that President
Kennedy told Senator Mansfield that
he wanted to get out of Vietnam, but
would have to wail until after the
1964 elections: President Johnson free-
Iy admits that he was worried about a
right-wing McCarthyite reaction should
the communists win.

But have we so completelv forgotten
the acccptancc durmﬂ thc Fifties and

Sixties of the psycholoblcal correctness
of “the domino theory (if we don’t
resist here, they’ll test us there and
there, etc.) that we now deny that our

- leaders ever believed it? Mr, Schlesinger

this point. In-
“Qur’
stake in South Vietnam may have been
it has nonectheless
Our precipitate” with-

certainly understands

become  real,

. drawal now would have ominous rever-

berations throughout Asia”. (p. 21).
And: “We must have enough American
armed force in South Vietnam to leave
noé _dbuti_t in the minds_ of our adver-
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that the world was fxlled w1th domi-

¢ us now believe that the overriding

saries that a ‘communist government

will not be imposed on South meam
by force” (p. 106), :
Mr, Ellsberg believed the same thmg
well into 1967. Just because he stopped
belicving it does not mean that
most others (including yssIf) in and
out of government were not smu]a.ly
misguided in the past, Our leaders had
mixed motives but, I would subn,af
they plowed on in Vietnam mamly to
preserve  American prestige and to
avoid a largcr war elsewhere; and most
Americans shaxed this lmc of f(‘dbOIl—
ing. ) R o
Ly second proposition was:
Our Presidents were never actmlly
secking a military victory in Viet- o

.:nam. They were doing only what -

they thought was minimally nec-
essary at each stage to keep Indo-

fchina, and later South Vietnam,
cout of Communjst hands. ThJs
- forced our Presidents to be brake-
men, to do less than’ those who
were urging milivary victory and to
reject proposals for disengagement.
It also meant that our Presidents
wanted a negotiated settlement
without fully realizing (though'
realizing more than their critics)
that a civil war cannot be endcd
by political CO]I]pIOI‘M €.

“After  their conmltatlon KIesrrs
Schlesinger and FXlsberg apparently
agreed that my concept of the “mini-
mum necessary step” makes sense. (Mr.
Schlesinger, however, negl'cctcd to
mention that this was my position to

~-begin with.) This concept is worth

dwelling on for a moment, for it docs
bear on my vcmon of the anti- quag-
mire thesis. -
The Pemaﬂon Pape1s show b"yond
question that Presidents rarely, if ever,

“bought the maximum proposals ad-

vanced by their advisers. This is a
critical fact, because only those pro-_‘
posals for the maximum use of force
(with thc exception, at times, of the
pacification program) were -accom-
panied by promiscs of victory. Thus, as
Mr. Ellqberg pointed out in his Public
Policy article, 'Iaylor and Ro.,tow

‘McNamara and Rusk were giving Presx—

dent Kennedy a straightforward . mes-
sage in November, 1961: Accept all of '
the- Taylor proposals and make an
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